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To all:
 
As you know, NYCDEP had submitted to EPA a report that evaluated (on the basis of several factors)
 several locations for the placement of the underground retention tank, called for in the ROD, in the
 upper Canal.  EPA provided specific comments to NYCDEP regarding the appropriateness of certain
 assumptions.  In particular, EPA pointed out that the cost of land acquisition, potentially a major
 component of the total cost of the project, was not included in the evaluation.  EPA requested that
 NYCDEP address its comments and submit a revised report.  Subsequently, NYCDEP provided EPA
 with documentation that essentially stated that it disagreed with EPA’s comments. 
 
Following NYCDEP’s refusal to revise the Site Ranking evaluation in accordance with EPA’s
 comments, EPA asked its contractor, CH2MHill, to produce a Site Ranking evaluation matrix that
 reflected EPA’s comments.  The product of that evaluation is attached here.  According to CH2MHill:
 
“These revisions and reevaluation result in a higher scoring of location RH-4 compared to location
 RH-3”.
 
In other words, according to CH2MHill, the Thomas Greene Park site (RH-4) would be the preferred
 location based on evaluation of technical and cost factors. 
 
EPA has not provided to NYCDEP its final disposition on the matter as per the Unilateral
 Administrative Order.  These findings will be incorporated in a forthcoming general response letter
 to NYCDEP on the remedial design submittals which include both the CSO Tank Siting report (and
 subsequent Facility Site Recommendation) and the Preliminary Design reports.
 
Christos Tsiamis
Senior Project Manager
New York Remedial Branch
USEPA, Region 2
290 Broadway, 20th Floor
New York, NY 10007
 
(212) 637-4257
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM





Screening Evaluation and Ranking of CSO Retention Tank Locations for RH-034 Based on USEPA Comments to NYCDEP



		DATE:

		January 6, 2016





[bookmark: begin_type]

This Technical Memorandum describes a screening evaluation and ranking of potential locations for a retention tank for the New York City Department of Environmental Protection’s (NYCDEP) RH-034 Combined Sewer Overflow (CSO) based on US Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) comments previously provided to the NYCDEP on their non-cost evaluation of potential sites.  The NYCDEP evaluation was described in the “Short List of Potential Sites” technical memorandum dated March 19, 2015, Brown & Caldwell to Kevin Clarke.  The USEPA comments are in USEPA’s “COMMENTS ON NEW YORK CITY DEP’S “GOWANUS CANAL CSO TANK SITING” MEMO" (attached).  



The following tasks were completed:

1. Created a scoring spreadsheet that reproduced NYCDEP’s weights and scores (Table 1). 

2. Changed the weighting factors (see cells highlighted in yellow in Table 1).

3. Normalized calculations of total weighted benefit scores on a scale of 100 overall.

4. Rescored potential locations RH-3 and RH-4 for RH-034.

5. Tabulated weighted scores (Table 2).

6. Developed a new weighted-scoring figure showing the results of the revised evaluation (Figure 1).

The following summarizes the changes made to weighting factors:

· Reduced "Proximity to existing infrastructure" from 30% to 20%

· Increased "Property acquisition" from 10% to 30%

· Reduced "Proximity to potential staging areas" from 10% to 5%



The following summarizes the changes made to scoring RH-3 and RH-4:

· Increased "Known contamination/hazardous materials" at RH-3 and RH-4 to 10 because although there is known contamination, it will be remediated by others. 

· Reduced "Proximity to potential staging areas" at RH-3 from 9 to 8 because the site is across Degraw Street, not on site, the same as RH-4 and RH-5 with relation to the potential common staging area identified by NYCDEP at the intersection of Degraw and Nevins Streets.

· All other scores performed by NYCDEP were not revised.  

[bookmark: _GoBack]These revisions and reevaluation result in a higher scoring of location RH-4 compared to location RH-3 (see Table 2 and Figure 1).






		TABLE 1. Scoring Table with USEPA Revisions



		Gowanus Canal CSO Retention Tank Site Evaluation - RH-034



		Site

		Size

		Proximity to existing infrastructure

		Utility relocation

		Current/
planned surrounding uses

		Historic and cultural resources

		Known contamination/
hazardous materials

		Property acquisition

		Proximity to potential staging areas



		RH-1

		6

		5

		4

		3

		7

		6

		1

		1



		RH-2

		4

		4

		6

		9

		8

		5

		1

		6



		RH-3

		9

		10

		9

		6

		7

		10

		1

		8



		RH-4

		9

		6

		3

		9

		10

		10

		10

		8



		RH-5

		9

		6

		3

		6

		9

		1

		1

		8



		RH-6

		4

		3

		6

		7

		3

		4

		1

		3



		Weights

		15

		20

		10

		5

		5

		10

		30

		5



		

		Weights Total:

		100



		Highlighted/bold/red cells are scores and weights changed from NYCDEP to USEPA suggested scores and weights.











		Table 2. Weighted Scores with USEPA Revisions



		Gowanus Canal CSO Retention Tank Site Evaluation - RH-034



		Site

		Size

		Proximity to existing infrastructure

		Utility relocation

		Current/
planned surrounding uses

		Historic and cultural resources

		Known contamination/
hazardous materials

		Property acquisition

		Proximity to potential staging areas

		Total Benefit Score



		RH-1

		9.0

		10.0

		4.0

		1.5

		3.5

		6.0

		3.0

		0.5

		37.5



		RH-2

		6.0

		8.0

		6.0

		4.5

		4.0

		5.0

		3.0

		3.0

		39.5



		RH-3

		13.5

		20.0

		9.0

		3.0

		3.5

		10.0

		3.0

		4.0

		66.0



		RH-4

		13.5

		12.0

		3.0

		4.5

		5.0

		10.0

		30.0

		4.0

		82.0



		RH-5

		13.5

		12.0

		3.0

		3.0

		4.5

		1.0

		3.0

		4.0

		44.0



		RH-6

		6.0

		6.0

		6.0

		3.5

		1.5

		4.0

		3.0

		1.5

		31.5



		












		Figure 1. Screening Evaluation using USEPA Revisions



		Gowanus Canal CSO Retention Tank Site Evaluation - RH-034
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ATTACHMENT 



COMMENTS ON NEW YORK CITY DEP’S “GOWANUS CANAL CSO TANK SITING” MEMO



General Comment:



There are several critical omissions and unrealistic assumptions that were utilized in assigning the weighing factors to the ranking elements listed in Attachment A, which ranks potential sites for the location of the retention tanks in the vicinity of tank location RH-34 as specified in EPA’s Record of Decision. 



For example, the “Land Use and Environmental” criterion for “Known contamination/hazardous materials” has been given a weighting factor of 15.  The description of the scaling factors does not include the assumption that the site will be remediated by others, namely National Grid, if excavation for the construction of a retention tank takes place and, therefore, would not be the responsibility of New York City (NYC).  In addition, tank locations RH-3 and RH-4 have been given different ratings, although both of the sites are known to have significant contamination and RH-4 is also known to have large underground structures that will have to be removed.  In addition, as mentioned above, these locations will not be remediated by NYC.  Therefore, the ratings for this criterion should be at least the same and they should have a much higher rating than the one assigned because NYC would not be responsible for their remediation.  This ranking criterion should be redefined and the scaling factor should be applied properly taking into account the above considerations.  



Another criterion that is improperly assessed is the “Land Use and Environmental” criterion for “Property Acquisition.”  This criterion is given a weighting factor of only 10%, which is much less than the 30% weighting factor assigned to the “proximity to existing infrastructure” criterion and two other criteria.  NYC’s ability to build on property that it already owns, so that it does not have to acquire property that currently is at a premium in the Gowanus area, should have a much higher weighting factor than the one assigned.  In our estimate, the weighing factor for this criterion should be at least 20%, if not 30%.  



A weighing of 30% would be in line with the NYCDEP Commissioner’s statement at the 2014 Wyckoff Gardens public meeting that cost would be very important in considering the tank locations.  It would also take into account the rapidly increasing costs for land acquisition in the area and the loss of tax revenue in perpetuity for at least two parcels that comprise tank location RH-3, the sum of which would be presumably much higher than the additional construction and operational costs that might be associated with tank location RH-4.  NYC should also assume that any costs associated with the temporary relocation of the pool and services and their eventual restoration in tank location RH-4 would be at least shared with other parties.     



For similar reasons, unless the costs associated with the “Proximity to Existing Infrastructure” criterion (i.e., the approximate costs of additional conveyance pipes) are comparable with the “Property Acquisition” costs, which is unlikely, as acquisition costs are in the tens of millions of dollars, the weighting factor assigned to the “Proximity to Existing Infrastructure” criterion should be reduced.



Please revise the rankings taking into account the above considerations.    
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